CHAPTER VIII 

ABHIN A VAGUPT A’ S POLYMATHY 

In a note on ‘The Natya Sastra and the Abhinava- 
bharatl in the 1HQ_., X. 1, March, 34, Mr. Mano- 
mohan Ghosh proposes to discuss the ‘principles conne- 
cted with the inteipretation’ of the Natya Sfistra (N$.) 
and the chief object of the note seems to be to prove 
Abhinavagupta’s nescience. The note has to be under- 
stood with reference to its etiology and it appears close 
upon a discussion on the architecture of the theatre 
described by Bharata in Chapter II of his jV. £. in the 
previous numbers of the 1HQ. in which Mr. Mankad, 
Mr. M. Ghosh, and myself took part. It is with 
reference to that discussion that Mr. Ghosh says in a 
footnote on p. 161 of this note that Mr. Mankad and 
Mr. Raghavan have given undue weight to the Abhi- 
navabharatl ( Abhi. Bha . ). A perusal of the studies of 
mine on some subjects of the jV. S. and the Abhi Bha. 
published in the J. 0. R. Madras will show how I 
have not been a blind Bhakta of Abhinavagupta, how 
I have often gone to the very text of the jV. £ and not 
only that, how I have pointed out that Bharata’s text 
itself has often to be quietly laid aside. Regarding the 
particular subject of Theatre-architecture, I have said 
only this much, that Abhinavagupta cannot be totally 
neglected, that at least to one who wants to consult 
Abhinavagupta it is plain that Ranga-Sirsa and Raftga- 
pltha are two different places and the measurements of 
the various parts of the play-house in our interpretation 
differ from those of Mr. Ghosh, It cannot be said that 
our interpretation is not borne out by the text of the 
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JV. S. itself and with our interpretation which satisfies 
us, we find that Abhinavagupta agrees. 

In the Note under discussion, Mr. M. Ghosh has 
expanded the issue to one of a general challenging of 
Abhinavagupta’ s polymathy or of ‘Abhinavagupta’ s 
omniscience’ as he says. He quotes a passage from the 
Abhi. Bha. where on the subject of Pr alert grammar, 
Abhinavagupta refers us for further knowledge to such 
Prakrt grammar works as Prakftadipika, the Vftti on 
the Prakftasutras by Utpala and the work called 
Paddhati. Basing himself on this passage, Mr. Ghosh 
says that Abhinavagupta “was not very well informed 
about Prakrt Grammars and Grammarians”. The 
reason given for this conclusion is that Abhinavagupta 
has not mentioned the known authorities, Vararuci, 
Bhamaha and Ganda, but has mentioned ‘unknown’ 
writers. This, after all, is negative evidence and it is 
too much to jump from this to the conclusion that “ any 
jaith in Abhinava’s omniscience will have to be given up.” 
None has blindly taken Abhinavagupta as ‘Sarvajna’ 
but it would seem that Mr. Ghosh asks us to take 
Abhinavagupta as an ‘Ajna’ and not to worry ourselves 
over the text of his commentary, and waste time in 
reading it. For, he says that, to add to the inherent 
unreliability of the Abhi. Bha. its text is in a wretched 
condition and that a critical edition of the Abhi. Bha. 
is well nigh an impossibility, for a long time. This 
remark applies equally to the “wretched conditions of 
materials” regarding the text of the JV. o. itself which 
alone Mr. Ghosh proposes to rely upon and study. At 
best Mr. Ghosh has argued only for the need for stre- 
nuous, careful, devoted and patient research in Na£ya 
Literature. 
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To return to Abhinavagupta’s alleged lack of infor- 
mation on Prakrt Grammars, the evidence cited by Mr. 
Ghosh may be compared to Bana’s omission to praise 
Valmiki and his epic in the introductory stanzas of his 
Harsacarita. That Vararuci, Bhamaha and Canda are 
the only universal authorities who exhaust the field, that 
a work called Prakftadlpika , a Prakrta Grammarian 
named Utpala and his Sutra Vjtti, and another Prakrt 
Grammar called Paddhati are insignificant works and 
that Abhinavagupta’s omission to refer to the former 
set of writers and his reference to the latter, argues his 
ignorance of Prakrt Grammar Literature is to say too 
much. To Abhinavagupta are due our thanks for 
enriching our information on Prakrt Grammar Litera- 
ture. On the subject of Prosody, Abhinavagupta has 
quoted Jayadeva and Katyayana and not Pihgala. 
Jayadeva at least is referred to twice by Namisadhu and 
his work is available and has more usually been printed. 
The quotation from a Katyayana’s treatise on Prosody 
is a pure gain to our knowledge of Prosody Literature. 

In the first paragraph of his Note, Mr. Ghosh has 
been least anxious to examine the Ms. of the Abhi. Bha. 
before he passes his judgment that Abhinavagupta’s 
commentary is an “one-sided version”. Mr. Ghosh 
says : “This commentator ( Abhinava ), as was very 
natural for a scholar in those days, followed the recension 
of the work that was available to him and probably did 
not know that there might be other recensions of the same. 
As a result of this, Abhinavagupta’s commentary loses 
much of its value”. ( P. 161 ). 

Now, there is concrete evidence to prove that 
Abhinavagupta knew the two chief recensions of the 
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JV. o. In his AWii. Bha. itself, there are three places 
where Abhinavagupta himself says that another recen- 
sion exists. This has already been pointed out by me 
more than once, in my exposition of the concept of 
Laksana 1 and 'Writers quoted in the Abhi. Bha: pub- 
lished in the J.O.R., Madras. It is well known that on 
Laksanas, the has two recensions, the Anu§tubh 
and the Upajati recensions as I have called them in 
my exposition of Laksana. Abhinavagupta here notices 
the existence of two ‘Pathakramas’, of other Mss. con- 
taining a different set of Laksanas, and says that he 
chooses for the main exposition the recension handed 
down to him by his teacher and that then and there 
he notes the Laksanas of the other Pustakas also and 
explains them. He says : 
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Abhi. Bha. Mad. Ms., Vol. II. p. 384; G. O S. II. p. 298. 

Similarly at the beginning of the chapter on metres 
( chap. XV ), Abhinavagupta speaks of the prevalence 
of two recensions. He says : — 

flfN: i 

Abhi. Bha. Mad. Ms., Vol. II, p.374;G.O.S. II. pp, 252-3. 

I. See Ch. I. in my “Some Concepts of Alahkara Sastra’, 
Adyar Library. 
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